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No ‘Real’ Soviet
| A Arms leanﬁns

"By Mlchael Geﬂer
Washington Post Statt Writer
The former U.S. ambassador to a series of gecret
‘meetings with the Russians said yesterday that,-de-
-~ spite continuing allegations-in some quarters that
.Moscow has’ \nolated nuclear arms agreements, the
‘special commission examining such charges -“has’
never yet had to deal with a case of real.,.and
isubstantial non-compliance- w:th an enstmg agree :
{ment.”

Ambassador Robert W. Buchhelm who served as'
-'U.S. commissioner to the U.S-S'oth Standing Con-
‘sultative Commission (SCC) from 1977 to early this
ryear, told reporters that no clear-cut cases of cheat-
ing had been. mcovered and that the commission
Jhad been successful in getting quwtxonable activity
eh.her lained or- stopped befora it becam&a 8-,
rious problern. A
. Buchheim’s. comments are sxgmﬁcant beeame
they come at a-time when the Reagan adminisra-:
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- has many times raised questions about Soviet mis-

STAT

Buchheim, questioned by reporters at a luncbeon
of the Arms Control Association, said that while
there may be some differences, he thought the cur-
tent version of the ACDA report was basically. a

summary of all the compliance-related questions |

ever raised in the SCC. The commission has been
meeting twice a year-since May, 1973 Buchheim
‘said it is “clear in my mind” that there is “nothing
{0 re-examine” but it is “pot. unreasonable” for a
newadmmm&ahontow:anttnlookltmr .

The ambassador
_workings of the SCC. The United States, ke said,

sile and radar achvity and Moscow probably never |

| " Sormstimes, he seid, the Soviets acknowledgaa,an

could be sure how much the US intelligéncq reaﬂi

knew.

activity but said we had misinterpreted it. Some_of
this was true,.be said; at times the United. States
reccgnized that its judgments had -been flawed.
“Some of the Soviet response was probably not true
_and it was impossible to determine the reliability of
gome Soviet explanations, Buchheim said.  -~.-

-tion is making its own review of various allegations-:

of Soviet cheating on agreements, including the”
;1972 Strategxc Arms Limitaton (SALT I) agree-
ment and ancther hxm’ang anti-ballistic nissile: ,
‘(ABM). defenses. The: review is meant to help the:.
new administration decide whether to confront the |
Soviets on-this materisl again-at the next meetmgof ‘
tha SCC in-May in Geneva: Sl

A list of several dozen aﬂggg vmlatwg, some_'
: 'going back: has been put together with-

] _v_rgfor very. hard—hne views_about the Scmgt.
who was forced to resign from the

cl&sslﬁed doc\nneqts to

" But whenever the United States was concesned
enough to press for an agreement that the Soviets

wou]dnotdocertamthmgpanymore, “xtalwqy;aﬁas
worked,” Buchheim said.

Buchheim said that the list of alleged v:olahons y

_could have been made into a list of real viclations if
left “until we had a clear-cut case.” But he said the
purposeoftheSCCwastoheadoffﬂwlnndoﬁ
trouble that could threaten an agreement if not ad-
dressed. ‘

Unless the idea is to destroy rather than sustam
‘an agreement,hesald,“lymgmthegrasaand
sventually jumping up and shouting ‘gotcha’.”. is a
“foolish” approach. He said he agreed with his pre-
decessor, Sidney Graybeal, that it was most unlikely
for the Soviets to sign an agreement that. they,
would have to violate in order to do what they
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